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This article focuses on the nature of the writing in 73 articles published in six U.S. and UK Political Science and International Relations journals that focus on teaching and learning.  A comparative analysis is made of the articles through a review of the characteristics of the authors, the themes researched, the analytical focus, the research method employed, and the degree of theoretical engagement. The evidence highlights the dominance of U.S. authors in the U.S. sample, the underlying focus attached to examining developments at a course level in the United States as opposed to a broader focus in the UK, the more advanced use of statistical analysis in the United States, and the lack of direct theoretical engagement in both the United States and UK. The article outlines factors that explain this state of affairs as well as identifying broader trends, including areas of research that were omitted.






One of the most noticeable developments in the Political Science and International Relations (IR) community over the last decade or so has been the expansion in the number of academics from within the community who have written on matters relating to the study ofstudied higher education from a teaching and learning perspective. For the most part, this is in contradistinction with earlier years when education specialists largely undertook research on higher education. In contrast,  Ssince the turn of the millennium there has been a noticeable change where it is now possible to find a group of authors who are now writing on their own disciplinary research, such as comparative politics or foreign policy, and at the same time writing on such subjects as simulations and active learning. This has led to a notable sea change in the number of articles published relating to teaching and learning in Political Science and IR, of which this journal has been a leading exponent. However, in contrast to the established body of work on discipline-specific research by the Political Science and IR community, the developing nature of higher education research in these fields has not been subject to the same level of reflection and analysis as to the themes and issues that have emerged from the body of published work. This is despite reflective articles of this nature being quite common in key Political Science and IR journals as well as in higher education journals (e.g. Adcock and Bevir, 2005; Beech, 2012; Tight, 2003, 2004, 2007, 2012). To this end, with the exception of a few articles such as Craig (2014), Hamann, Pollock, Wilson et al (2009), Ishiyama (2013), and Kehl (2002), relatively little has been written on surveying the emerging literature on higher education that is relevant to Political Science and IR. Moreover, even in the case of those articles that have been published, there has been aexisting publications lack ofgive little attention given to undertaking the sort of comparative analysis of methodological and thematic writing that the likes ofpresent in Tight (2007) has undertaken. This is a point that Craig (2014) notes in his analysis of patterns and trends in the scholarship of teaching and learning.

It is with these issues in mind that tThis article seeks to offer a contribution to this debate through a comparative analysis of the field of writing on teaching and learning in the Political Science and IR community in the United States of America (US) with that of the United Kingdom (UK) through an investigative study of journal articles published in 2012. In undertaking this study, tThe article seeks to examine the extent to which there are similarities and differences between the articles published in each country, as well as to reflect on the nature of these findings by paying particular attention to the methodological and thematic coverage. In terms of structure, theThe article proceeds as follows. First, it sets out the methodological approach for the analysis of the journals.  Second, it provides a comparative analysis of the journal articles by reviewing the characteristics of the authors, the identified themes of the research, the level of analytical focus, the research method employed, and the degree of theoretical engagement. Third, the article discusses the nature of the findings before finally presenting the conclusion.

Methodology
For the purpose of this article, I have identified 6 six English language journals in the fields of Political Science and IR that publish higher education research: 
European Political Science (UK), 
Politics (UK), 
Teaching Public Administration (UK), 
International Studies Perspectives (US), 
Journal of Political Science Education (US), 
PS: Political Science and & Politics (US).

These journals selected represent the established professional disciplinary outputs for teaching and learning in Political Science and IR in each country. This is a point that is reinforced by the work of Craig (2014), who in his analysis of articles published from 2005 to 2012 that are listed in the International Political Education Database (IPED), notes that the ‘”top five’” journals in terms of volume of articles for publishing work on teaching and learning in Political Science were the Journal of Political Science Education (JPSE), European Political Science (EPS), International Studies Perspectives (ISP), Politics, and PS: Political Science and & Politics (PS) (accounting for 86.8% of articles published on the teaching and learning in Political Science in this period). I have added Teaching Public Administration (TPA) to this study because it has traditionally been a key outlet for publishing teaching and learning articles and as Craig (2014) notes the temporary suspension in the publication of TPA from September 2007 to March 2012 was a key factor in it not being in the ‘”top five’” list. While Tthe six journals that I have chosen for this comparative study are, of course, not the only main avenues for publications on teaching and learning in Political Science and IR, but they are the main ones. Oother journals that have published articles on teaching and learning include the Journal of Legislative Studies, Politics & Policy, and Political Studies. In undertaking this survey, an inevitable criticism that could be levied at the research is the nature of the selection of journals, with the potential for bias in the findings given different aims and scope as set out in editorial policy. For example, although the Journal of Political Science Education (JPSE) and Teaching Public Administration (TPA) have an exclusive focus on teaching and learning, the other journals that have been selected for this analysis publish a broader selection of articles (albeit with some such as PS publishing more work on teaching and learning than others, such as Politics). There are, however, considerable similarities between the journals that have been selected; all but TPA publish four issues per year, whereas PS is the only journal that limits articles to less than 4,000 words (the limit for EPS is 7,000, Politics 8,000, JPSE 8,000, ISP 10,000, and while TPA does not have a set word limit, it is nevertheless the case that most articles are in the region 7,000 words). 

All Oof the journals selected, all are directly linked to the relevant professional association: PS is a journal of the American Political Science Association (APSA); ISP is a journal of the International Studies Association (ISA); JPSE is sponsored by the Undergraduate Education Section of APSA; Politics is a journal of the UK Political Studies Association; TPA is a journal of the Joint University Council’s Public Administration Committee, and EPS is a journal of the European Consortium of Political Research (ECPR). While the latter has a focus on the European arena, I have located this as a UK journal because this is the base of the association’s headquarters and in so doing follows the path in similar comparative studies.

The analysis for this article focussed on 73 articles that specifically concentrated on teaching and learning out of the 228 articles that were published in these journals in the year 2012, which equated to 32% of the available articles. In order to undertake the analysis, relevant copies of the journals were downloaded from the University library and read to ascertain their relevancy for this study. Of the articles reviewed, 55 were from the US and 18 from the UK. These statistics reflect the reality that research on higher education from the discipline community of Political Science and IR has a stronger base in the US. This is most notably evident in the fact that both the ISA and APSA have journals that are specifically dedicated to publishing a considerable body of articles on teaching and learning, whereas the UK journals selected have tended to publish at most only one or two articles per issue on teaching and learning issues. Of the articles reviewed, two2 were from Politics, five5 from TPA, eleven11 from EPS, twelve12 from ISP, twenty-six26 from JPSE, and seventeen17 from PS. The choice of which articles to include was for the most part a straightforward process in that they either appeared in the relevant section of the journal, such as “tThe Tteacher” and/or profession section of PS, the teaching and learning section of Politics, and the teaching and learning and/or profession section of EPS, or were clearly focussed on teaching and learning issues as was the case of ISP and TPA.  In reflecting on the selection of journal articles, it is therefore evident that the sample of articles that has informed this research has a considerable bias towards the USA and as such the research findings are not based on an equal comparative sample. This in turn means that the results of the findings, particularly in relation to percentages, need to be viewed in the context of the exploratory nature of the research. 

In order tTo undertake the analysis, all articles were read to inform the analytical framework, which was structuredcoded along  on five areas of investigationdimensions: characteristics of authors, themes, research method, theoretical perspectives, and levels of analysis. This approach was informed by the work of Tight (2007) and was underpinned by a review of the keywords of the articles, which were grouped together to provide an overall picture of the framework to be employed. While all articles in EPS, TPA, and JPSE had keywords,; this was not the case for Politics, PS, and ISP. To tackle this gap, I further reviewed these articles to provide keywords that represented the material provided incontents of the articles. This in turn provided six key themes: assessment and grading, employability and service learning, simulations and role-play, course design, technology, and knowledge. As far asConcerning the level of analysis was concerned, I focussed on four key areas: the individual student or academic, the course, the uUniversity, and the higher education system. For the research method, I identified three approaches: interviews, surveys, and observational analysis. This reflected the broad approach of the articles that were selected for this study, with observational analysis being used to referring to those articles that were underpinned byemploying a reflective approach, such as an account of a teaching intervention. The level of theoretical engagement was recorded as either being explicitly evident, implicitly evident, or not evident at all. Finally, in terms of the characteristics of the authors, the research recorded patterns of authorship in terms of sex, number of authors, and institutional and country location.





The analysis that follows provides a comparative examination in turn of the characteristics of the authors, the themes addressed by the articles, the levels of analysis, the research method and the nature of theoretical engagement. As I have already noted, an inevitable impact of the differentiation between the US and UK sample is that the percentages which  are presented in the results that follow have to be viewed in the context of the overall sample size and as such viewed within the exploratory nature of thise research that has been undertaken for this article.

Characteristics of the authors
As far as the location of authors was concerned, Ttable 1 shows that of the 55 articles that appeared in the US journals, all but three 3 were written by US-based academics. In other words, 95% of the articles that appeared in the US-based journals originated from academics within the country. In comparison, of the 18 articles that appeared in UK journals, only nine9 solely originated from academics within the country, which equates to 50%. Moreover, not only did the UK-based journals have greater exposure to non-UK based academics, but also the range of countries that these authors came from was particularly noticeable (Germany, Ireland, Poland, Italy, Macau, Kazakhstan, US, and Australia).  From this summary it is evidentThese results show that the UK-based journals had greater exposure to non-UK based academics. 

Table 1: Location of authors

In terms of the characteristics of the authors, 63% (N=46) of all articles across both samples were written by just one academic. Of the remaining articles that were co-authored, 22% (N=16) were written by academics from the same uUniversity and 15% (N=11) were written by academics from different uUniversities. When both samples are compared, Ttable 2 demonstrates that the UK sample had a stark differentiation between male and female individual authored articles, with the male category (67%) having three times the proportion of the female category (22%). This contrasts with the US sample, where there is greater similarity between the proportion of male and female individually authored articles (respectively 31% and 24%). The US sample also had a greater proportion of multi-authored articles, with the percentages being broadly the same across the different categorisations (male/female, same/multi University). This is notably different from the UK sample where there is less evidence of co-authorship within and between Universities.


Table 2: Characteristics of authors


In reviewing tThese points, raise  the question that arises here is whether the year 2012 is unusual in terms of the publishing location of authors.  A quick review of earlier volumes of these journals shows that the pattern of the location of authors for the US journals is broadly similar, with few articles appearing from even neighbouring countries, such as Canada, where features of the education system have more apparent similarities.  This is despite the odd exception where articles from non-US authors have appeared in JPSE, PS, and ISP.  In the case of the UK selection, the statistical average of 50% of articles from outside of the UK is not an untypical state of affairs, most notably in the case of EPS, where articles tend to have a wider European base. The same could not be said for Politics, where articles tend to be more UK focussed, albeit with some exceptions.  Interestingly, there is little evidence of US academics publishing pedagogic pieces in UK-based journals, albeit with some exceptions such as Ishiyama (2013). In terms of the characteristics of authors, a review of previous editions of these journals demonstrates that while 2012 provides a somewhat starker picture of the UK sample in terms of co-authorship, the overall trend is nonetheless towards individual authorship.

Themes 
Of Concerning the themes that were identified from the article selections, Ttable 3 highlights that there are notable differences between the two journal samples. Whereas knowledge is the leading theme in the UK sample (39%), it is the least important theme in the US sample (7%). In the UK sample there isshows a more even distribution between articles across the themes of employability and service learning (22%), course design (33%) and knowledge (39%), whereas in contrast the predominant theme in the US sample is course design (49%). The greater focus attached to course design in the US is reflective of the weighted influence of articles published in PS and ISP,  where there is which have a tradition of work being published which articles providesing quite descriptive overviews of teaching interventions on courses (see for example Butcher, 2012; Knoll, 2012; Muedini, 2012; Rothman, 2012). This contrasts with the UK, where there is less of a tradition of articles being written whichoutlining outline how a course has been taught and/or interventions deployed. Indeed, when a teaching intervention is reported on, the emphasis tends to be less on the nuts and bolts of the process and more about the broader strategic rationale in terms of the pedagogic literature and external influences such as government policy (see for example Ashee, 2012; Giacomello, 2012). Apart from the percentage differentiation on course design, there was a broader demarcation as the majority of the articles written in US journals which hadwith a focus a predominant course design theme had a tendencytendded to focus on an individual course with little or no attention given to the broader implications for other courses and across the whole study programme.  For the most part this differed with the articles in the UK sample where those course design articles that were written on course design had adisplayedd greater tendency to set the findings within the overall context of the study programme.

Other noticeable trends included the relative lack of focus attached to assessment and grading as a major theme across both samples, although it was evident that many articles did report on the impact of a particular teaching strategy and/or intervention in terms of the impact of assessment and grading performance through a pre- and post-test analysis. However, in this situation the focus on assessment and grading was very much attached to a justification of the teaching innovation rather than a more nuanced discussion on the nature of the assessment and grading regime. Indeed, it was noticeable that no articles provided any comment on the broader nature of assessment and grading in terms of the overall design of a study programme.

The lack of attention attached to technology was a surprising result given the increasing focus attached to electronic learning environments and the utilisation of technology in classrooms such as clickers. It was also surprising that employability and service learning did not have a greater prominence in the sample given the focus attached to graduate employability in both countries at a time of financial austerity.





Given the thematic distribution outlined in Ttable 2, it was not surprising that in Ttable 4 the dominant analytical focus of the US journals was at the course level (84%). This proportion was three times the UK sample (28%). These differentiations are equally marked at the system level, where the UK proportion of 67% is six times that of the US sample (11%). Given the high percentages for these categories, the differences were less pronounced on the University and individual level.

One explanation for these significant differences is the contrasting nature of the higher education systems, with the tendency of the US samples to report on developments at the individual level being reflective of the lack of overarching administrative and quality assurance practices at the system level that have instead tended to be a feature of the UK system. It could be argued that the US focus at course level is reflective of the more localised nature of a learning experience that is shaped by a decentralised system where uUniversities are regulated by different accreditation agencies. This contrasts with the UK, where the greater focus attached to wider system-level developments has produced more uniform structures, being influenced by the role of the Quality Assurance Agency (QAA) for governing the standards of all UK uUniversities. But while the UK has for many years tended to have more of a uniform higher education provision, recent reforms have nonetheless seen a move towards greater competition between uUniversities and the establishment of differentiated policies between the four parts of the UK (England, Scotland, Wales, and Northern Ireland), where practices have diverged since the introduction of devolution in 1999.  By 2013 this had materialised into the UK having a variable fee regime, where uUniversities in England, Wales, and Northern Ireland were able to charge students £9,000 per year and uUniversities in Scotland £1,820 per year. A move to unfettered market competition has also been illustrated by the introduction of private higher education providers, as illustrated by BPP University College of Professional Services gaining University college status in 2010. This was the first private sector college to obtain this status in 30 years. The considerable changes that have been imposed on the UK higher education system in recent years have in turn meant that discussion of these developments has often been set within the broader system level. But despite these noticeable differences, Ttable 4 also demonstrates that there are also some similarities in terms of the analytical coverage between the two samples, most notably the lack of attention to the individual academic and student level. One of the reasons for this might be that research of this nature could be viewed as beingmight be problematic given the potential for matters of a sensitive nature to be exposed.





Of the various research methods employed, Ttable 5 demonstrates that the US sample had double (44%) the number of articles that adopted a survey approach when compared with to the UK sample (22%). Elsewhere, tThe UK sample had a greater number of articles that adopted an observational approach (78%) when compared to the US sample (55%), while only one article in the US sample adopted interviews as the primary research method.  In further examining these research methods, it was evident that of tThe articles that adopted a survey approach, there wasshowed an even greater differentiation between the US and UK sample.: This was because without exception the US sample adopted far more advanced forms of multivariate and quantitative analysis and as a result the use of statistics in these journals was considerably more sophisticated than the UK sample (see for example Ellis and Sami, 2012; Roscoe, 2012). To this end, tThe articles that adopted a survey approach in the UK sample had a tendency to make use of more straightforward questionnaire analysis (see for example Bates et al 2012; Hamenstädt, 2012). As far asConcerning observational analysis was concerned, there was a tendency in both journal samples to provide reflective and/or somewhat autobiographical accounts of teaching and learning initiatives.  Finally, although the lack of interviews as a primary research method was a visible feature of both journal samples, it was noticeable in that the US sample that there was a greater reliance relied more heavily on surveys providing the validity for teaching and learning enhancements, with this often taking the form of pre- and post-test surveys. To this end, the relative absence of the student voice as a significant part of the research methods in both samples was a clear feature.

In unpicking unpacking some of the reasons for this differentiation, it is interesting to note that whereas JPSE, ISP, and PS make reference to methods and data in the general guidance given to authors, this is not the case for EPS, TPA, and Politics. This distinction in editorial guidance is apparent to authors reviewing previous issues of the journals. While this therefore might reinforce the impact of “‘cause and effect’” in terms of editorial policy, it could also be argued that a more advanced engagement with survey-based methods in the US sample can be explained by the tradition of emphasising quantitative methods training in the US higher educational system and the relative lack of it in the UK system. This skills gap is further reflected at Ph.D. level where US-based Ph.D. programmes have been inclined to incorporate more in the way of compulsory courses than has been the case in the UK. Although this presents a broad-based account for these differentiations, a cursory glance at the flagship journal of the respective Political Science professional associations in the US and the UK, namely the American Political Science Review (APSR) and Political Studies, provides a different perspective; both journals reveal a greater propensity for publishing articles that make use of advanced statistical methods and there is also greater interpenetration of these journals from authors outside of the host country of publication. One explanation of this might be that while journals such as the APSR have impacted on the Political Science profession outside of the US through a focus on statistical methods like multivariate analysis, the same cannot be said for pedagogic research. A different explanation might be that there has been lessthe relative lack of incentives for UK articles on teaching and learning to employ advanced statistical methods because such articles are unlikely to form part of a Political Science and IR academic’s submission to the Research Excellence Framework (REF), through which the UK government funds and assesses research. 





Finally, with regard to theoretical engagement, Ttable 6 highlights that one of the most noticeable features across both samples was the tendency for the articles to have no theoretical engagement. In the US sample, some 69% of articles had no specific engagement with theory, which compared with 61% in the UK sample. In terms of implicit engagement with theory – in other words the articles adopted theoretical positions but did not make this explicitly clear – the contrasting samples were broadly similar, with 22% of the US articles and 27% of the UK articles taking such a position. This similarity continued with regard to those articles that had an explicit theoretical engagement, with only 9% of the US articles and 11% of the UK articles matching this category. The overall picture was therefore one where both samples of articles were theoretically light in terms of their engagement with the relevant teaching and learning literature.





In reviewing the above findings, it is apparent that there areThese finding suggest some broad similarities as well as notable differences between the US and UK sample of journal articles.  These can be summarised in six key points. First, whereas US-based authors overwhelmingly dominate the US sample, the UK sample provides greater evidence of interaction with non-UK-based authors.  Second, there are similarities across both samples in the tendency for single-authored articles, albeit with greater evidence of co-authored articles in the US sample.  Third, the US sample is more focussed on studying matters concerned with the design of courses and is less concerned with matters relating to knowledge, employability, and service learning when compared with the UK sample.  Fourth, the US sample is more focused on studying the course level and less on the system level when compared with the UK sample.  Fifth, the UK sample has a greater tendency towards observational analysis as the primary research method whereas the US sample is more focused on the use of advanced survey techniques such as multivariate analysis. Sixth, both the US and UK samples have a tendency to avoid explicitly engaging with theoretical literature relating to teaching and learning.

The question that obviously arises from these points is what might be the reasons for these conclusions. In seeking to provide some answers to these points, I have structured the discussion around five points:
1.	The differing nature of the US and UK higher education systems;
2.	The contrasting nature of the embeddedness of the Political Science and IR communities within relevant professional associations;
3.	The tradition of advanced statistical analysis in US journals and the relative absence of this in UK journals;
4.	The lack of engagement with theoretical literature;
5.	The overall nature of the research undertaken.

In the first instance, the overwhelming dominance of US-based authors in the US sample is reflective of the Political Science and IR teaching and learning community having a stronger basis in the US system and a longer history of work in this area.  This is evidenced by the greater attention given to publishing teaching and learning articles in the likes of PS, ISPn and since its launch in 2005, JPSE. Thus, many higher education researchers in the US are less likely to either want or need to situate their work outside of the US and this in turn could lead to accusations of being inward-looking. The US Political Science and IR community also benefits from a wider opportunity for discussing teaching and learning issues, through for example through APSA regional association meetings and most notably in the form of the APSA Tteaching and Llearning conference, which has been held annually since 2004. The greater prominence to teaching and learning in the US system is primarily attached to the work of APSA, where teaching and learning issues are far more embedded in the structure of the organisation. This includes APSA’s website, where “‘teaching’” is an identifiable theme of work.  This contrasts with the UK, where there is no reference to “‘teaching’” as a thematic area of work on the PSA website. Moreover, the UK Political Science and IR community has only held an annual conference on teaching and learning since 2008, with this being organised by a specialist group of the PSA rather than the organisation itself. APSA has also attached greater prominence to promoting teaching and learning publications through the ‘State of the Profession Series’ (Deardorff , Hamann, Ishyiamaet al., 2009; McCartney et al, 2013) than has been the case in the UK, where equivalent publications have emerged organically with less direct endorsement from the professional associations such as BISA and the PSA (Blair and Curtis, 2010; Gormley-Heenan and Lightfoot, 2012). The size and tradition of the Political Science and IR teaching and learning community in the US is therefore one explanation why there is less likelihood of US scholars are less likely to publishing outside the country. 

A second factor is that the equivalent Political Science and IR community in the UK has less of an established tradition of publications in this area and there is therefore less of a draw for US-based authors to submit publications to the relevant journals. This state of affairs is further compounded by the traditionally differing nature of the higher education systems, although it is the case that such distinctions between the UK and US are narrowing because of changes to the UK system. It is moreover apparent that UK journals are affected by the wider context of the European higher education environment, where there is a natural draw towards the UK for those authors from other European countries who wish to publish in English and who are affected by common European factors. This includes convergent pressures at the European level, most notably in the form of the Bologna Process, which, since its inception in 1999, has sought to establish a European Higher Education Area (EHEA) that by 2014 included 48 countries. A fFurther, point is that while the US system is broadly isolated from the UK system, the same cannot be said of the UK system.  In this context, the UK system is both located in an increasingly convergent European system as well as being influenced by the US, such as in the move towards private uUniversities and growing market competition where the opportunities to provide some form of comparative analysis of policy within individual countries is more easily achieved. Thus, a combination of a system effect at the European level and the targeting of English journals helps to explain the greater number of European authors in the UK sample as well as the reduced gravitational pull towards US journals. 

Third, as far as research method is concerned, a notable differentiation is the lack of evidence of UK academics using advanced statistical analysis. This is an issue that has caused concern in the UK, with research funding bodies, professional associations, and uUniversities noting the need to address what the British Academy has referred to as a quantitative skills deficit in the humanities and social sciences (British Academy, 2012). One response has been the launch in the UK in October 2012 of a £19.5 million UK quantitative methods training programme, funded by the Nuffield Foundation, the Economic and Social Research Council (ESRC) and the Higher Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE) (Nuffield Foundation, 2012). But while the so-called ‘Q-Step’ programme is a welcome development, it is also evident that the culture and tradition of the two higher education systems have influenced this situation to develop. For example, the greater reliance on the likes of multivariate analysis in US articles appears to be reflective of this being regarded as the ‘proper’ way of doing research. By this I mean that research findings can only be deemed reliable when they can be presented in the likes of a pre- and post-test format, which in this sense is regarded as a far more scientific form of research. An inevitable impact of this cultural context is that the greater emphasis that is attached to such techniques is only likely to further propagate their use and at the same time lessen the influence of other techniques, most notably in the form of qualitative analysis. Moreover, as Tight (2007,: 250) has noted, because policy-makers in the US attach great store to such statistical techniques and the findings that they produce, it is evident that this in itself gives further credence to their usage.  This cultural context is less embedded in the UK system, albeit with the reality that there are growing pressures towards the use of statistics, both from a skill point of view and because policy-makers are equally influenced by such findings. But despite these pressures, it is also important to note that US articles have a tendency to overlook the significance of the student voice. This extends to there being less in the way of evidence of the impact on student learning in the broader holistic context of their education. One upshot of this is that the evidence trail often ends with the outcome in the form of a survey rather than also employing qualitative data.  The absence of the latter means that there is a relative lack of what is regarded as ‘thick description’ in the US articles. Elsewhere, some observers with great interest could view the fact that the US sample had less of a concern with employability and service learning than the UK sample given that this is an area where the US has pioneered in terms of curriculum development. My own view is that the reason for the greater weighting in the UK sample is that this is an area of interest that has garnered the attention of academics in recent years as a result of government policy.

Fourth, both the US and UK articles have an equal dearth of reference to the teaching and learning theoretical literature. While this is a somewhat surprising outcome, it is potentially the product of the tendency of academics who write in the Political Science and IR teaching and learning fields to undertake research and disseminate information purely from within their own disciplinary communities.  A corollary of this is that there is less evidence of engagement with and publication in the mainstream teaching and learning journals. Thus, just as there could be a criticism for both the UK and US sample of articles for their tendency to be inward looking in the form of publishing research on developments within their own country, an additional factor worth noting is the absence of wider reference points. Of all the selected articles, only a minority made specific reference to theoretical literature on teaching and learning. Moreover, where reference was made, the overall tendency was for this to act as a signposting for the argument rather than there taking place a critical engagement with the said literature.  One inevitable feature of this is that both communities could potentially be criticised for self-perpetuating existing forms of knowledge and learning. A consequence of such learning islands is that scholars in the Political Science and IR communities might not fully appreciate the full repertoire of teaching and learning strategies that can be utilised. John Ishiyama (2013) makes this very point in his comparative review of articles that dealt with active learning strategies that were published in JPSE, ISP, PS, and EPS between 2005 and 2011. He concluded that of the 176 articles that he surveyed, there was an over-reliance on simulations as a teaching method and that there ‘is remarkably little evidence … that demonstrates such techniques are effective in promoting student learning’ (2013,: 124). In reaching this conclusion, he notes two reasons for their continuing use: first, simulations are fun, and second, a cyclical effect has arisen whereby the very supply of simulations has been driven by the demand for their use. Such a point chimes with the argument made in this article, which is that the Political Science and IR teaching and learning community does not appear to be sufficiently engaging with other disciplines to inform practice. As Ishiyama notes, ‘[p]erhaps it is time to examine the costs and benefits that are most commonly used in political science instruction, and to explore the techniques that have been pioneered in other disciplines’ (2013,: 125).

A fifth and final point relates to the overall nature of the research undertaken. The sample of articles that were surveyed can be broadly broken down into those that provided analysis of a teaching and learning intervention that was supported by evidence such as a survey, and those that tended towards a more reflective and/or autobiographical review of either teaching or learning interventions or broader reviews of practice. In the vast majority of cases all of these articles were concerned with the undergraduate curriculum and for the most part the underlying narrative was one of a positive outcome with reliance on tried and tested techniques. To this end, a notable observation that can be made from the sample of articles selected is to provide some broad headlines with regard to what might be missing in terms of writing on teaching and learning from the Political and Science and IR community. Areas of omission include the absence of significant discussion about the postgraduate taught and postgraduate research curriculum, although this might be somewhat reflective of the tendency – certainly within the US – for a significant proportion of articles to be written by academics at uUniversities with a predominantly focussed undergraduate curriculum. But despite this structural issue, it is nonetheless the case that postgraduate students constitute a significant grouping and there are inevitably plenty of interesting areas of enquiry such as methods of delivery (e.g. distance learning and multi-University partnerships). Another area of omission included the general absence of discussion about the wider impact of teaching and learning innovations, such as from other areas of the relevant Department’s provision through to other disciplines, and reflections on the way in which curriculum enhancements sat within a broader historical landscape that looked at the development of curricula over time. And with the exception of an autobiographical account provided by a senior academic in TPS, nothing was written from the perspective of a Department chair with regard to issues associated with leading and managing academic provision. Finally, while all of the articles provided information on teaching and learning strategies that worked in one way or another, none of the articles provided accounts of innovations that did not work.

Conclusions
This article has highlighted both the similarities and the differences in 73 articles published in 2012 from a sample of six journals taken from the UK and the US.  The most notable findings were: first, the near total dominance of US authors in the US journals as opposed to the UK sample which included a sizeable proportion of non-UK authors; second, the significant focus attached to examining developments at a course level in the US sample as opposed to the broader focus of the UK sample; third the tendency of the UK sample to focus on observational analysis and the more advanced use of statistical analysis in the US sample; fourth, the lack of direct theoretical engagement in both samples. In seeking to understand the wider factors that have impacted on these findings, the article has pointed to broader differences in the UK and US higher education systems, including countering criticisms that could be levied at the US sample for the lack of penetration from non-US based academics and the relative lack of engagement by US authors with the UK sample. 

Taking these issues as a whole, it is evident that while the system differences between the UK and the US have had a significant impact on the nature of the articles that have been written, it is also evident that there are broader similarities in terms of the literature. The most striking of these is the absence of theoretical engagement and I would argue that this in itself is symptomatic of the broader trends of both communities to focus inwardly on developments at the discipline level.  That is not to say that reference is not made to, or informed by, the wider teaching and learning literature.  However, where such engagement does take place, it does for the most part appear to be in a passing context.  Critics might argue that there is nothing wrong with such a state of affairs because the primary objective of writing on teaching and learning in Politics and IR is to reflect on the discipline. The problem with this argument is that such writing often becomes a self-perpetuating cycle of the ‘same’. One consequence of this is that not enough attention is given to theoretical critique as well as more broadly to the scholarship of engagement as set out by the likes of Ernest Boyer (1990) and the work of the Carnegie Foundation. In making this point, I am not suggesting that all articles need to follow the same path, but merely noting that the healthy development of the field of teaching and learning writing in both the US and the UK needs to bear in mind such reference points. Such engagement should in turn take place within a broader reflection that includes analysis of aspects of the discipline that have potentially been somewhat overlooked to date.

What, then, are the significance and importance of the findings of this analysis? Or, as a reader of this article might ask, ‘so what’? It seems to me that there are three key points that require further attention.  The first of these is the need for authors and journal editors to think more carefully about those aspects of the discipline that are not being written about and to be more proactive in identifying these, such as through specific calls for special issues and symposiums. For example, given the focus attached to internationalisation, one avenue of enquiry could be a cross-national comparative investigation into the nature of core curriculum and the manner by which case studies used to inform teaching are of an international perspective. Related to this, a second point is the need for greater liaison and collaboration between academics in different countries who undertake research on teaching and learning. It is, for example, surprising that only 1 one of the 73 articles surveyed was written by authors from two different higher education systems, namely the UK and Germany (Copus and Altherr, 2012).  Given the fact that there is a growing focus on students gaining international study abroad experience, it might be interesting to examine the socialisation effect on the students studying abroad as well as the impact on teaching experience by having foreign students in the classroom for 1 one term or semester as is often the case in European uUniversities through the Erasmus exchange programme. This leads to a third point, which is the need for more research that presents an international (as opposed to national) perspective of teaching and learning in the Political Science and IR community. As far as the “‘so what’” question is concerned, one of the most obvious points to note is that the presence of distinct patterns of writing taking place is in itself symptomatic of the Political Science and IR teaching and learning communities of practice being in the infancy of their development. As such, the time is now ripe for a more considered review of what has been achieved to-date on both sides of the Atlantic.
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Other	1 (2%)	3 (16 %)
Totals	55 (100%)	18 (100%)
























Female individual authored	13 (24%)	4 (22%)
Female co-authored (same University)	4 (7%)	
Female co-authored (multi-University)	1 (2%)	
Male individual authored	17 (31%)	12 (67%)
Male co-authored (same University)	4 (7%)	
Male co-authored (multi-University)	2 (4%)	
Female and Male co-authored (same University)	7 (13%)	1 (6%)





















Assessment and grading	8 (15%)	
Employability and service learning	3 (5%)	4 (22%)
Simulations and role play	8 (15%)	1 (6%)
























































Surveys	24 (44%)	4 (22%) 


























Explicit engagement with theory	5 (9%)	2 (11%)
Implicit engagement with theory	12 (22%)	5 (27%)
No engagement with theory	38 (69%)	11 (61%)
Totals	55 (100%)	18 (100%)
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